3 Kwapisz, Brown, & Semenik (2012a) and others (e.g. Black & Duhon, 2003; 2007; Contreras et al., 2009; Green, Stone, & Zegeye, 2014) have pointed out that when interpreting an MFT-B institutional mean, the referent institution's characteristics need to be taken into account in order to make that interpretation meaningful.
Following administration of the MFT-B, ETS generates a local institutional Mean Total
Score and nine Assessment Indicators associated with each of the previously described topical areas. While comparisons to scores from previously administered exams may be of interest, prior research has consistently shown that the primary way institutions interpret their performance is through a comparison of their institutional Mean Total Score to national averages (Bush, Duncan, Sexton, & West, 2008; McLaughlin & White, 2007; Wilson, 2008; Word & Rook, 2012) . ETS enables these comparisons by providing data tables that supply scaled scores and percentiles for institutional means drawn directly from all administrations of the MFT-B during a focal period (2013b). These tables allow for the comparison of school performance with all other domestic schools administering the MFT-B during the same period. An examination of the table permits a determination as to how many institutions in the data had mean scores lower than the local score.
Our study examines the limitations inherent in comparing local MFT-B scores to the Institutional Means Score Distribution, which ETS provides. Smith, Clements, and Olson (2010) , describing advantages of the MFT-B test, stated: "The most frequently cited advantage is the ability to compare scores across national norms. . . . If a school's percentile ratings are good, recruiters and public relations personnel may use those results in promotional materials to substantiate the quality of the college" (p. 251). However, Green et al. (2014) have a very different view and opined that the unknown nature of the comparison group constituted a major AS COMPARED TO WHAT? 4 drawback of the MFT-B assessment: "A student's scaled score depends on his/her performance relative to that of all students who took the test. Who are these students?" (p. 22). They pointed out that "Even choosing to compare an institution's scores only against others accredited by or members of an accrediting agency is problematic as there are considerable quality differences across those institutions" (p. 7). This general problem is recognized by ETS, which notes that MFT-B score distributions should be comparative rather than normative, "because the institutions included in the data do not represent proportionally the various types of higher education institutions" (2013a, p. 5).
Unlike widely taken individual aptitude tests (e.g. SAT, ACT, GRE, GMAT), there is no reason to believe, in the case of the MFT-B, that the comparison scores necessarily come from typical or similarly situated undergraduate business programs. At present, we know little about the schools that use MFT-B assessment and there has not been any systematic examination to determine if the schools in the comparison group are representative of undergraduate business schools in general, or AACSB accredited schools specifically. As is more completely explained in the Data section below, in 2011-2012 there were 477 AACSB accredited undergraduate business programs in the United States. From September 2010 to June 2012, 585 institutions utilized the MFT-B but only 196 of these (34%) were AACSB accredited. Institutions pointing to their MFT-B scores and percentile rankings as evidence that their program is fulfilling or making progress toward its stated mission, or that its students have a particular rank in business knowledge as compared to all other undergraduates, are in fact utilizing a referent group in which a minority (one third) have AACSB accreditation status. Thus, they run the risk of overor mis-stating the true nature of their rankings.
AS COMPARED TO WHAT? 5 Our study seeks to begin closing this gap in the literature by providing the first systematic, detailed description of schools that use MFT-B assessment. The MFT-B is often a cornerstone of institutional AOL programs and the results play an important role in curricular and accreditation decisions. A major part of our study's analysis is a data-based description of MFT-B utilization by AACSB accredited business schools and the characteristics of those schools. Our study also includes a probability estimate for whether or not a given school will use the MFT-B for assessment purposes. As of 2013, the base price for the online version of the exam was $25 per test ($24 for more than 100 tests) and the paper-based version price was $27 each ($26 for more than 100 tests) (ETS, 2013a). Our study's results should be of value since the test is relatively expensive, utilized for a significant purpose and appropriate interpretation of scores is important.
Research Questions
Given the lack of literature on the subject and the importance of the description of the comparison group for institutions that have already administered the MFT-B we form the following research questions. Answers to these questions will allow these institutions to better understand how to interpret the data generated by their institution's test result. They will also be helpful to institutions contemplating use of the MFT-B. Finally, they will shed light to the discussion on the validity of using the MFT-B test as an assessment tool as in the recent article published in this journal, Green et al. (2004) , writes that comparisons of MFTB performances "across institutions are invalid because the test results are significantly driven by individual student characteristics of an unknown (and unknowable) group of students enrolled at diverse non-random business schools." (p.24).
AS COMPARED TO WHAT? The focus of our study is limited to data from institutions that offer undergraduate business degrees.
Data
Previous studies utilized surveys to estimate the percentage of AACSB institutions utilizing the MFT-B. Martell (2007) estimated that 46% of AACSB accredited schools used the MFT-B as an assessment method, while Pringle and Michel (2006) estimated that 30% of AACSB accredited business schools used the MFT-B. The AACSB reports that in [2011] [2012] there were 477 U.S. AACSB accredited schools offering undergraduate business degrees (65% of which were accredited in business and 35% in both business and accounting) (AACSB, (2013) . We summarize definitions and descriptive statistics regarding these institutions in Table   1 Universities (43%). Table 2 shows correlations between all institutional variables. As expected, private schools charge significantly higher tuition. Not surprisingly, operating budget per faculty member was higher in schools that charge higher in-state and out-of-state tuition.
<< Table 2 around here >>
Results

Simple Comparisons
There are numerous significant differences between AACSB schools that use and do not use the MFT-B test for their assessment purposes. $191,298; t-stat=7.22 ). Most of the differences were highly significant suggesting that AACSB accredited institutions using the MFT-B significantly differ from the ones that do not.
We observed no significant differences between the student-faculty ratio (21 vs. 20; t-stat=0.91) and percentage of participating faculty (75 vs. 76%; t-stat=0.73).
Our examination of the proportional measures confirmed and further illuminated these differences with significantly more public than private universities use the MFT-B (45% vs. We found some significant differences between the four geographical regions with the MFT-B used the most in the South (48% of AACSB schools) and the least in the West (31%).
The 4-sample test for equality of proportions was rejected at 0.05 significance level (χ 2 = 7.92; pvalue = 0.048).
Most importantly, we found significant differences between schools' general orientations with the highest proportion of AACSB schools that use the MFT-B having Teaching as High Emphasis: 58% of schools coded as BPA-1 and 56% of schools coded as BPA-6 using the MFT-B. Only 13% of AACSB accredited undergraduate business institutions, with Intellectual Emphasis as a High Emphasis used the MFT-B. There were no schools with a BPA-4 category and one with BPA-3. Therefore, we removed these categories from the sample due to not having enough observations. The null hypothesis of no differences between the five BPA categories was rejected at 1% significance level using the 5-sample test for equality of proportions (χ 2 = 60.89;
p-value = 1.9e-12).
AS COMPARED TO WHAT?
10 Similarly, we found significant differences while comparing proportions of schools using test. The class 4 defined as Other Schools had only four observations and we removed it from the analysis. We rejected the null hypothesis of no differences between the three Carnegie categories at a 1% significance level using the 3-sample test for equality of proportions (χ 2 = 41.52; p-value = 9.65e-10).
In summary, answering our Research Question 1, AACSB accredited undergraduate business programs that utilize the MFT-B tend to have the following characteristics as compared to AACSB accredited undergraduate business programs that do not utilize the MFT-B:
• Lower enrollment 
Estimation: Factors affecting probability that a school uses the MFT-B
We ran a logistic regression to identify factors affecting the probability that an AACSB institution uses the MFT-B. We estimated the following model:
Prob(MFT-B = 1) = F(Carnegie Classification, General Orientation, Public, Others, Region Since Carnegie Classification and General Orientation correlate (Table 2 ) with many other characteristics (Enrollment, NrFaculty, PhDfaculty, Budget, Tuition), these variables were used to control for the type of the school. Because the dependent variable (use of MFT-B) was binary, we estimated the model using a logistic regression. We report results in Table 3 . Two models are presented where Model 1 includes and Model 2 excludes regional dummies.
. constant, the odds that a public university will use the MFT-B, over the odds that a private university would, is 1.95 (exp(0.67)). In other words, in terms of percentage change, the odds that a public institution with an AACSB accredited undergraduate business program would utilize the MFT-B are 95% higher than for an otherwise similarly situated private institution. We found no effect for regional differences or the percentage of other schools using the MFT-B in the focal state.
Due to the very substantial difference between the percentages of public and private schools using the MFT-B, and because many other variables are heavily correlated with this type of school, we ran separate regressions for public and private schools. As before, we used logistic regression for the model estimates. We report the results in Table 4. <<Table 4 around here. >> For public schools, most of the results are similar to the regression for all schools reported in Table 4 . As before, Baccalaureate Carnegie Class classification public schools and schools with High Emphasis on Teaching Contributions are much more likely to adopt the MFT-B. However, for public schools, it is more likely that a school would use the MFT-B if there were high percentages of other schools in the state using the MFT-B. Schools located in the MW are more likely to use the MFT-B than schools in the West. Holding all other variables constant, for every 1% increase in the number of other schools that use the MFT-B in a given state, the AS COMPARED TO WHAT? 13 odds of the focal school using the MFT-B increases by a factor of 1.7 (exp(0.01)): there is a 7% increase in the probability of using the MFT-B for every 1% increase in other universities in the state using the MFT-B.
The full regression for private schools was not significant. Therefore, (using backward elimination) we performed a limited regression. We report results in 
Prediction
From the above estimation, to find a probability, p, that a given AACSB institution would use the MFT-B, any school (public or private) can use the following model (from Table 3 results):
Ln ( 
If this school had a Master's Carnegie Classification instead, the probability would rise to 63%. If this school had Baccalaureate Carnegie Classification, the probability would be 89%. If AS COMPARED TO WHAT?
14 those using this model desire not to include geographical information, they should apply coefficients reported in Table 3 , Model 2.
Estimation that is more precise can be derived from the specific model for private or public schools. Therefore, the following model can be used for public schools (Table 4 
For the school described above, this probability would be 59.5%, while the same school with a
Master's Carnegie Classification would be 67%, and Baccalaureate 94%.
Alternatively, the model without geographical location can be used (Table 4 
Using this equation, the probability for the above school is 54.6%, while the same school with
Master's Carnegie Classification would be 62%, and Baccalaureate 92%.
For a private school, using the results reported in Table 4 , the probability that a Research Carnegie University uses the MFT-B would be 22%, Master's 38%, and Baccalaureate 60%.
Discussion
As a condition of gaining and sustaining external accreditation by the AACSB, business programs are required to provide a mission statement which specifies what the institution seeks to accomplish with their students and AOL assessments indicating the extent to which this is Second, we provide a model that institutions could use to assist in determining how comparable the schools in the ETS comparison set are to their own institution, perhaps assisting in the decision of whether or not to utilize the MFT-B. The higher the probability received from the model, the more meaningful the comparison with other schools will be. For example, for a public school with a Research Universities Carnegie Classification, BPA1 General Orientation, in a W state where all other AACSB accredited universities in the state use the MFT-B, the AS COMPARED TO WHAT? 16 probability that a similar school (same Carnegie Classification and General Orientation) uses the MFT-B is 51%. Programs and institutions may also find it useful to compare their characteristics to other schools either using or not using the MFT-B.
Additional studies examining the extent of utilization and the characteristics of non-AACSB accredited institutions utilizing the MFT-B could provide additional insights into comparability across programs. Presently the ETS provides the opportunity for institutions utilizing the MFT-B to order a Custom Comparative Data Report that they can use to compare a local score to a reference group of ten or more other selected institutions. Certainly, this provides institutions, if they have access to the necessary metrics, with at least a limited opportunity to create a more meaningful comparison than the use of the overall mean scores provided by ETS.
ETS should be encouraged to provide the opportunity for MFT-B users to create more robust custom comparison sets through the inclusion of accreditation status and other publically available institutional characteristics such as those used in our study. To do so would make the MFT-B a more meaningful assessment of learning at the local level and eminently more attractive for use at the national level.
